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Honorable Jerry Luke LeBlanc, Chairman
Performance Review Subcommittee of the
  Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget
  and Members of the Subcommittee
P. O. Box 44294
Baton Rouge, LA  70804

Re:  Exceptional Performance and Gainsharing Incentive Program
Proposal by the Department of Health and Hospitals,
Office of Addictive Disorders, Treatment and Prevention
(Detoxification) Program

Dear Committee Members:

In accordance with Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 39:87.5(D)(8), we have completed
our analysis of the material and substantive accuracy of the proposal submitted by the
Department of Health and Hospitals (DHH), Office of Addictive Disorders (OAD), Treatment
and Prevention Program.  The department’s reward proposal is based on the Exceptional
Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program.  Its proposal is based on the performance of non-
medical detoxification activity in the Treatment and Prevention Program and requests a total
reward of $609,900.  DHH/OAD would use its reward to replace obsolete computers at OAD
headquarters and nine regional offices, purchase a storage management system, purchase
equipment for storing data via imaging, and provide training for the new web-based application.
In addition, DHH/OAD will purchase desktop publishing tools.

Attachment 1 to this letter provides the results of our verification and analysis of the
proposal (Attachment 2).  In summary, our verification found the following:

•  DHH’s OAD requests funding for non-recurring expenditures in the amount of
$609,900.  However, the documentation provided to us by OAD only supports
$456,254 in expenditures.

•  The proposal was not materially accurate for the following reasons:

•  The values for the non-medical detoxification performance indicators
included activity for two medical detoxification units.

•  The values for fiscal year 2000 did not include activity for one of the
non-medical detoxification units.
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•  We could not determine if the performance standard calculations include
the two medical detoxification units.

I hope this information is useful in your legislative decision-making.  A copy of this
information has been provided to DHH.

Sincerely,

Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor

DGK/ss

Attachments

[DHHOAD03]
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Office of the Legislative Auditor
Department of Health and Hospitals (DHH), Office of Addictive Disorders,
  Treatment and Prevention Program, Non-Medical Detoxification Activity
Verification of Proposal Based on the Exceptional Performance
  and Efficiency Incentive Program

Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 39:87.5(D)(8) requires the legislative auditor to verify
the material and substantive accuracy of the information contained in a proposal submitted
pursuant to the Exceptional Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program.  R.S. 39:87.5(D)
provides the types of performance to be achieved to qualify for a reward.  A proposal may be
based on exceptional performance wherein an agency demonstrates that it has consistently met or
exceeded a significant number of the standards for its key and supporting performance indicators
related to a particular activity.

DHH’s OAD bases its proposal (see Attachment 2) on exceptional performance,
specifically exceeding the performance standards for Total Number of Admissions and
Occupancy Rate for the non-medical detoxification units. It should be noted that the activity for
which OAD seeks a reward does not have any direct employees.  All of the non-medical
detoxification facilities are contracted services provided by private vendors.

Proposed Reward Amount

DHH/OAD is seeking a reward to be used for non-recurring expenditures in the amount
of $609,900.  The reward will be used to purchase new computers for OAD headquarters and its
nine regional offices, an imaging solution package, a scanner, a digital camera, a Tivoli Storage
Management system for tape backup and restoration, desktop publishing software, and training.

We reviewed the source documentation and found that it only supports $456,254 of the
reward request, a difference of $153,646. The amount in the proposal includes spending $1,800
per computer for 223 computers.  However, the information technology budgeting guidelines
established by the Office of Information Technology only allow for $1,250 per desktop
computer.  This reduces the amount of the reward request by $122,650.  In addition, the proposal
calls for $50,000 in training.  The documentation only supports $14,740 in training costs.  OAD
officials said that the documentation is based on immediate training needs, but they anticipate
that more training will be needed.
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Accuracy of Information in the Proposal

The proposal (Attachment 2, page 1) is based upon OAD’s exceeding certain
performance standards for the non-medical detoxification program.  However, we found
that the performance indicator values are based upon data that include activity for two
medical detoxification facilities in addition to the non-medical detoxification facilities.
Although the data included medical facilities and were sometimes incomplete, we still attempted
to verify the accuracy of the numbers in the proposal.  We were unable to determine if the
performance standards were calculated based upon only the non-medical detoxification facilities
or if the calculations also included the medical facilities.

The fiscal year 2000 indicator values provided by the agency do not include one of the
non-medical detoxification facilities.  According to OAD officials, this facility did not submit
data for this year.  As a result, actual performance is understated for that fiscal year.

Inaccuracies in the Performance Indicator Values
The proposal included five performance indicators.  We found that the values for these

indicators were not calculated properly as explained below.

Total Number of Admissions. We found the values reported in the proposal for this
indicator to be inaccurate for all three fiscal years. We recalculated the total number of
admissions after removing the values for the two medical detoxification units and found the
following:

Total Number of Admissions

Fiscal
Year

Standard Actual (from
proposal)

OLA
Calculation

2000 3,462 3,437 2,327
2001 3,158 3,898 2,797
2002 3,041 3,931 2,869
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We also noted during our review of this indicator that the performance standard is
decreasing while the reported number of admissions are increasing as illustrated below.

 Source:  Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information
 from the Louisiana Performance Accountability System and
 information received from OAD.

The proposal states that this indicator demonstrates OAD’s ability to respond to the
demand for treatment (as documented by a waiting list in excess of 100 individuals).  However,
the documentation that OAD provided showed the waiting list averaged 44 individuals per year
during fiscal year 2000 through fiscal year 2002 for the non-medical detoxification facilities.

Occupancy Rate.  We found the values reported in the proposal for the occupancy rate to
be inaccurate for all three years.  We recalculated the occupancy rates after removing the values
for the two medical detoxification facilities.

Occupancy Rate
Fiscal
Year

Standard Actual (from
proposal)

Actual (OLA
Calculation)

2000 80% 90% 87%
2001 84% 93% 95%
2002 N/A* 96% 96%

* Reported as a general performance indicator for fiscal year 2002.
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Average Daily Census.  We found the values reported in the proposal for the Average
Daily Census to be inaccurate for all three years.  We recalculated the Average Daily Census
after removing the values for the two medical detoxification units and found the following:

Average Daily Census
Fiscal
Year

Standard Actual (from
proposal)

Actual (OLA
Calculation)

2000 66 76 59
2001 58 79 66
2002 75 81 65

Recidivism Rate.  We found the values reported in the proposal for this indicator to be
inaccurate for all three years. We recalculated the recidivism rate after removing the values for
the two medical detoxification units and found the following:

Recidivism Rate
Fiscal
Year

Standard Actual (from
proposal)

Actual (OLA
Calculation)

2000 25% 31% 21%
2001 45% 23% 18%
2002 38% 26% 20%

Cost per Client Day.  We were unable to verify the accuracy or reliability of the actual
values.  OAD officials said that the DHH assistant secretary sets this rate and it is not calculated
by OAD.  In addition, although this indicator is included in the proposal, it is not the basis for the
reward request.
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